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NUMBER UP/00-02 Pursuant to legidative directive, this 1999-2000 Executive Compensation

AUGUST 2000 Report isthe eighth in aseries that reviews the policies and resultant com-
pensation levelsfor executivesin Cdiforniapublic higher education. The spe-
cificlanguage guiding Commission activitieson thisissueis

Itistheintent of the Legidaturethat the University of Californiaand
the California State University report to the California Postsecond-
ary Education Commission on January 1 of each year, beginning on
January 1, 1993, on the level of the total compensation package for
executives of the University of California (including the president,
senior and vice presidents, and campus chancellors) and the Califor-
nia State University (including the chancellor, senior and vice chan-
cellors, and campus presidents), respectively . . . . Itistheintent of
the Legidature that the California Postsecondary Education Com-
mission review the information provided and transmit its comments
thereon to the Joint Budget Committee, thefiscal committees of each

News from the

CALIFORNIA house, the appropriate policy committees of each house, and the
POSTSECONDARY Governor on or before March 1 of each year, beginning on March 1,
1993.
EDUCATION
COMMISSION In addition, thisreport indludesinformation on the CdiforniaCommunity Col-
leges.
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+ Degpitethereative small expenditure of fundson ex-
ecutive compensation, thisissue hasthe potential to
generate enormouspublic rdationsdifficultiesfor ingti-
tutions.

Because the governing boards of the two public univer-
sity systems and the local boards of trustees of commu-
nity college districts set the compensation levelsfor their
executives, the Commission’ sspecific repongbilitieswith
respect to theissue of executive compensation areto pro-
videinformation on: (1) the policiesthat guide the setting
of compensation levels, (2) thelevels set each year; and
(3) the relationship between the compensation paid to
Cdifornia shigher education executives and their nationa
comparators.

Additionaly, Commission gtaff participate in discussons
about the appropriateness of the set of comparators for
the CdiforniaState Univerdaty and University of Cdifor-
nia Indischarging theserespongbilities, the Commission
has continued to focusits attention on the contribution that
strong executive leadership makesto educationa quality
in Cdifornia scollegesand universties.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Compensation for executives
in community collegedistricts

Each of the 71 community collegedigrictsin Cdiforniais
responsiblefor setting the compensation of itsexecutives.
Assuch, the policiesthat guide the setting of compensa:
tion vary widely acrossthe state as do the resultant com-
pensationlevels. Display 1 presents summary information
for threetypes of executivesin community collegedidricts
(2) chancdlorsof multi-collegedidtricts; (2) campuspres-
dentswithin multi-college districts; and (3) superinten-
dents/presdentsof sngle-collegedidricts. Inaddition, this
display providesinformation on changesin aggregate
compensation levelsover thelast two years. Display 1
includes sdary information for al but seven positions.

The trends presented on this display indicate that the pat-
tern of change since 1999-2000 varies by executive type:

+ Average compensation of chancellorsof multi-college
districtsincreased by 6.8 percent over last year; aver-
age compensation of presidents of campuseswithin
multi-campus districtsincreased by 4.7 percent; and
the average compensation for superintendents/presi-
dentsin single-collegedistrictsincreased by 7.8 per-
cent.

DISPLAY 1 Compensation of Executives in
Community College Districts, 1998-99 and 1999-2000

Type of Executive 1998-99 1999-00 Change
Chancellors of Multi-College Districts*

Number 20

Average Annual Salary  $144,578 $154,372 + 6.8%
Lowest Salary $128,750 $135,000 + 4.9%
Highest Salary $179,500 $186,200 + 3.7%
Range $50,750 $51,200 + 0.9%
College Presidents in Multi-College Districts*

Number 5%

Average Annual Salary  $111,286 $116472 + 4.7%
Lowest Salary $93516 $101,160 + 82%
Highest Salary $136,024 $126,911 - 6.7%
Range $42,508 $25,751 -39.4%
Superintendents/Presidents in Sngle-College Districts*
Number 51

Average Annual Salary  $119,891 $129,248 + 7.8%
Lowest Salary $96,000 $98,170 + 2.3%
Highest Salary 178,002 $189,140 + 6.3%
Range $32,000 $90,970 +10.9%

+ Thesdary for thelowest paid chancellorial position
hasincreased by approximately 5.0 percent and the
highest paid chancellorial salary increased by 3.7 per-
cent. Asaconsequence, the difference between the
highest paid chancellor and thelowest paid chancellor
increased by lessthan one percent sincelast year.

+ For presidentsin multi-collegedidtricts, the sdlary for
thelowest paid president increased by 8.2 percent and
that of the highest paid president decreased by 6.7 per-
cent; assuch, the difference between the sdlariesof the
highest and lowest paid president in multi-collegedis-
tricts decreased by 39.4 percent.

+ For superintendent/presidentsin single-collegedidricts,
thelowest salary increased by 2.3 percent whilethe
highest salary increased by 6.3 percent. Thediffer-
ence between the highest and lowest paid superinten-
dent/president in single-college districtsincreased by
10.9 percent.

Compensation for systemwide executives

The Chancdllor’ s Office of the CdliforniaCommunity Col-
legesisaState agency that operates under therules, regu-
lations, and procedures set by the Department of Person-
nel Administration, the State Personnel Board, and the



Department of Finance. Unlikeits public higher educa-
tion counterparts, the Board of Governorsisrestrictedin
itsactions by the State bureaucracy intermsof itsability
to establish compensation levelsfor its executive staff.

The salariesfor executives in the Community College
Chancellor’ s Office range from $80,494 to $169,860.
These positions are comprised of acombination of civil
service, exempt positions, and persons hired under
interjurisdictiona exchangeagreements. The Chancdllor's
current salary is $169,860, an increase of $20,520 or
13.7 percent, since the Commission’slast report. Addi-
tionally, the Deputy Chancellor earnsan annual sdlary of
$118,524, including an increase of 6.6 percent over last
year. Thesdariesfor the six vice chancellorid postions
range from $96,696 to $108,324, with an average sdlary
of $100,248. Thisisa10.5 percent increase over last
year.

Commisson Comments

Asthe Commission has discussed in the past, the basic
principle underlying executive compensation among com-
munity college digtricts continuesto be autonomy and flex-
ibility. Each district makes adetermination presumably
based uponitsfinancid condition, performance of thein-
cumbent, local living costs, and board prerogatives. As
Display 1 evidences, this principle has resulted in digpari-
tieswithin the community college system. The disparity
among chancelorsin multi-college digtricts has remained
relatively unchanged over thelast year whileit has de-
creased for presidentsin multi-college districtsand in-
creased for superintendents/presidents of single-college
districts during that same period.

As previoudly noted, the Chancellor’ s Officeis part of
State government and salaries are set by administrative
State agencies. This past year, the Chancellor was
granted a13.7 percent salary adjustment bringing hisan-
nual compensation level to $169,860. With thisincrease,
the compensation level of the Chancellor hasincreased
by 34 percent since 1997. Becausethisposition assumes
leadership over the largest and most complex postsec-
ondary education system in the state, and indeed the na-
tion, aswell asplaysakey rolein the educational qual-
ity, scope of services, and generd direction that the com-
munity collegeswill takein thefuture, thisdevelopment is
largely viewed as positive by the Commission. The
Commission believesthat these recent increasesin the
compensation levd for its Chancedllor placesthe systemin

amuch better position to compete for executiveswith the
expertise and experience commensurate with the needs of
the position. To ensurethat this system maintainsits ca
pacity to compete in the marketplace for the leadership
that the system requires, the Commission recommends
that the Board of Governorsannualy review the compen-
sation leve for this position and negotiate increases, when

appropriate.

The Commission commented in its 1993-%4 report inthis
seriesthat “the combination of exempt, Career Executive
Appointments (CEA), and Interjurisdictional Exchanges
creates acomplex and perhaps overly complicated con-
figuration of personnel and salary levels.” The
Chancellor’ s Office continuesto use avariety of person-
nel dassficationsamong itsexecutive gaff with some sate
employeesand others serving intheir capacity through an
Interjurisdictional Exchange. Whilethismakesfor acer-
tain lack of clarity with respect to the various classifica
tionsand responghilities of the executive Saff, it does pro-
vide the Chancellor’ s Office with the ability to make use
of the vast expertise of individualswho have served the
sysemwell at the campuslevd.

CALIFORNIA STATEUNIVERSITY
Current policy on executive compensation

The CdiforniaState Universty’ spolicy on executive com-
pensation callsfor the State Univergity to set itsaverage
compensation for campus presidents at the mean of pres-
dentia sdariesat an established set of comparableinsti-
tutionsinthenation. Further, the policy recommendsthat
the specific compensation for each president be based on
the “mission, scope, size, complexity, and programs of
each campus’ and an gppraisa of individua performance
and experience as well as system and national policy
leadership. Also taken into consideration are regional
cost of living differentia s and the need to maintain acom-
petitive market position.

Compensation for campus presdents

Inthemid 1990’ s, the Commission’ s executive compen-
sation reportsreveded agrowing gep inthe sdaries of the
presidents of the CdiforniaState University campusesand
those of the presidents of their national comparison insti-
tutions. Because the Board of Trusteesviewed the gap
in compensation levelsbetween its presidents and the na-
tional comparators asincreasingly problematic to the
system’ s ability to recruit qualified executives, it estab-
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lished acommitteein January 1997 to examinethisSitu-
ation inacomprehendve manner and to make recommen-
dations about actionsthat it could takein thefuture. This
committee reported in 1997 and recommended that the
lag of 30 percent that existed at that time be substantialy
reduced over the next threeyears. Thefirst phase of the
multi-year recommendation wasimplemented in Septem-
ber of 1997 with the Board of Trustees approving sary
adjustmentsfor the presidentsthat averaged 10 percent
for the 1997-98 academic year. The second phase of the
multi-year recommendation wasimplemented in Septem-
ber of 1998 with Board approva of salary increasesfor
the presidentsthat averaged 11.7 percent. Thethird and
final year of the recommendation was implemented in
September 1999 with Board approva of sdlary increases
for the presidentsthat averaged 13 percent. Thisreport
representsthisfina year of the Trustees' formal planto
reducethelag.

Digplay 2 presents the compensation levelsfor the presi-
dents of the State University’ s 22 campuses.

DISPLAY 2 Compensation for Presidents of 22
California State University Campuses, 1998-99 and
1999-2000

199899 199900 Change

Average Annual Salary*  $174412  $197206  +130%

Lowest Sdlary $142,920 $162,012 +134%

Highest Salary 02404 229440 - +134%
Difference between

highest/lowest salaries ~ $59,484 $67428  +13.4%

* Data excludes Channel |slands.

Thetotal increasein executive compensation for al 22
campus presidents was $501,468 for the 1999-2000 fis-
ca year. All campus presidentsreceived asdary adjust-
ment in the current year. The salary adjustments ranged
from 7.6 percent to 15 percent, with the average increase
asreported above at 13 percent.

During the reporting period, two Cdifornia State Univer-
Sity campuses underwent changesin leadership. Anin-
terim president was appointed for CdiforniaState Univer-
gty, Northridge, effective June 1999, which wasfollowed
by the appointment of a permanent president for the cam-
pus, to be effective July 2000. Further, anew president
was gppointed for CaliforniaState University, Dominguez
Hills, effective June 1, 1999.

In addition to their base sdlaries, dl presdentsrecelve as-
sstancewith housing. Eight presdentslivein housespro-
vided and maintained by the State University; the other
presidents receive an annua housing alowanceranging
from $20,000 to $32,000, depending upon cost-of-living
differentials. No increasein housing dlowanceswerere-
ported for thisperiod. Further, campus presidents have
accessto either a State-owned automobile for business
purposes or are provided an automobile allowance of
$750 per monthiin lieu of auniversity vehicleto support
university related businesstravel requirements. In addi-
tion, presidentsare reimbursed for entertainment expenses
incurred as part of University-related activitiesin accor-
dance with the system’ srules and regulations.

Salary comparisons between the State Univer sity
and similar ingtitutionsnationally

Asindicated above, the State University’ s policy stipu-
latesthat its average presidentia salary should be set at
approximately the mean of comparisoningtitutions nation-
aly. For severd years, the State University and the Com-
mission have agreed upon a set of 20 institutions that
serve asthe State University’ s comparators for the pur-
pose of gauging the extent to which its sdlariesare smi-
lar to those of ingtitutionswith which it competesfor ex-
ecutives. Five comparators areindependent ingtitutions.
Theremaining 15 are public universities.

A private consulting firm gathered information on the com-
pensation of the chief executive officersat the 20 com-
parison ingtitutions for the 1999-2000 Academic Y ear.

The chief executive officers of the comparatorswill earn
an average of $214,811 in this academic year; the cor-
responding figurefor the 22 State Univergity presidentsis
$197,206. Four of the twenty-two of the State Univer-
Sty presidentid sdaries exceed the mean of the compara:
tors.

Lag in salaries at the presidential level: The lag be-
tween the average salary of State University presidents
and its national comparators over the past sevenyearsis
presented in Display 3. In 1994-95, the salary lag
doubled from 11.1 percent to 22.5 percent and contin-
ued to rise to 31.9 percent in 1995-96. The average
sdariesfor the CSU presdentsrose by 19.1 percent be-
tween 1993-94 and 1997-98, while those of its compari-
son ingtitutions rose by over 32 percent.

Asprevioudy discussed, deliberate action was taken by
the Board of Trusteesin 1997 to make progresstowards



eliminating the lag with itsnational comparators. Asare-
ault of the actionstaken by the Board of Trusteesin 1997,
1998, and 1999, the rate of change in salaries of CSU
pres dents has exceeded that of itscomparisoningitutions.
During the most recent seven-year period beginningin
1993-94, the average sdaries at the national comparison
ingtitutions has risen by 48.2 percent; the corresponding
change at the State University for thistime period has
been approximately 51.2 percent. Whilethe Trustees
plan did not ultimately result in the elimination of the gap
entirdy, the substantial sdlary adjustments made over the
last three years have clearly contributed to reducing the
lag by 70 percent -- from 30 percent in 1996-97 to the
current gap of 8.9 percent. Display 3 illustrates the
progressthe Cdifornia State University has made during
the three-year implementation period set forth to diminate
thelag.

DISPLAY 3 Average Compensation for California
Sate University Presidents and Their National
Comparators, 1993-94 to 1999-2000

National Cdifornia
Comparators  State University Salary Lag

1993-A $144,908 $130,462 -11.1%
1994-95 $162,728 $132,79%6 -22.5%
199596 $179,180 $135,870 -31.9%
1996-97 $184,415 $141,865 -30.0%
1997-98 $191,426 $155,360 -23.2%
1998-99 $200,684 $174412 -15.1%
1999-00 $214,811 $197,206 -8.9%
7-Y ear Average 48.2% 51.2%

Compensation for systemwide executives

Thereare Six positionsthat congtitute the executive staff
at the Chancdlor’ s Office of the Cdifornia State Univer-
gty. They include: (1) the Chancdllor; (2) the Executive
Vice Chancellor and Chief Academic Officer; (3) the Ex-
ecutive Vice Chancellor and Chief Financia Officer; (4)
the Vice Chancdllor, University Advancement; (5) Vice
Chancellor, Human Resources; and (6) Generd Counsdl.

The compensation level for the Chancellor is $285,360
which represents a 7.0 percent increase over the 1998-
99leve. The Executive Vice Chancdlor and Chief Execu-
tive Academic Officer’ ssalary increased by 7.0 percent
toitscurrent level of $215,508. The salariesfor there-
maining executives now range from $171,900 to
$211,944.

In addition to abase sdary, the Chancellor livesin Uni-
versity-provided housing. Automobile alowances or use
of State-owned vehiclesfor University businessare part
of the compensation package for the systemwide execu-
tives. The Chancellor and Executive Vice Chancedlor and
Chief Academic Officer recalve asupplementd retirement
plan through the CSU Foundation to augment their Pub-
lic Employees’ Retirement System (PERS) retirement
benefit which islimited by thefederal Internal Revenue
Service“cgp” on eigible PERS retirement compensation.
Findly, executives are reimbursed for entertainment ex-
pensesincurred in conjunction with University-related
activitiesin accordance with the system’ srules and regu-
lations

Commission comments

Becauseit regards executive compensation asafactor af-
fecting educationa qudity, the Commisson hasshared the
concernsof the Trustees about thelag in presdentid sdla
ries. During the mid 1990s, the lag was clearly counter
to the State’ sinterest; if permitted to grow, the gap could
hamper the State University’ s ability to enhanceitslead-
ership cadre -- ahigh priority for the system, the Com-
mission, and the State.

In the past, the Commission has been supportive gener-
aly of the recommendations on executive compensation
fromthe Trustees. The Commission continuesto support
the efforts of the Board of Trusteesto ensure that execu-
tive compensation is adequate to recruit and retain ca
pable future campus leaders, provided additional re-
sources dlotted are considered in conjunction with other
pressing demandsfor university resources.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Current policy on executive compensation

Since the significant changes in the University of
Cdifornia spolicy on executive compensationin the early
1990s, the policy has remained constant with one excep-
tionthisyear. Specificdly, thispolicy calsfor the Board
of Regents to set the average compensation level for
chancellors at the mean of its nationa comparators, with
the actud leve paid to each chancellor afunction of “the
scope, size, complexity, and quality of each campus’ as
well asthe performance and experience of theincumbent.
Thispolicy isexpected to both “ maintain acompetitive
market pogition and recognizeindividud performance” A
hallmark of the policy isthe establishment of an internd

5



alignment among and between the set of chancellor po-
stionsand executivesin the sysemwide office. Thenew
policy to beimplemented this year relatesto addressing
limitations on retirement benefitsand isdiscussed in more
detail later inthisreport.

Addition of tenth campus

For thefirst time, thisreport includesinformation on the
salary levelsfor the chancellor at the new University of
California, Merced campus. Given that the University
structuresits salary levelsfor Chancellorsin part on the
size of the campus he or she leads, UC Merced is
grouped alongside the other two small campuses, UC
Riverside and UC Santa Cruz, for this purpose. Any
comparisons made with previous years should take this
factor into account.

Compensation for University chancellors

Display 4 presentsinformation on the aggregate changes
in compensation levels over the last two years for the
chancelloria positionsinthe Universty. Effective Octo-
ber 1, 1999, the University of CaliforniaBoard of Re-
gents approved an average 3.5 percent merit salary ad-
justment for its chancellors, plusequity adjustmentsof ap-
proximately 5.0 percent for eight chancellors. Excluding
the chancellor at UC San Francisco because of itsunique

DISPLAY4 Compensation for Chancellors at the
University of California, 1998-99 and 1999-2000*

October October

1998 1999* Change
Lowest Salary $229,000 $235,000 +2.6%
Highest Salary
(excluding UCSF) $271,400 $294,500 +85%
Difference between
highest/lowest salaries $42,400 $59500  +40.3%
Average Annual Salary
(includes 9 campuses for
1998; ten campuses for
1999) $253133 $270500 +6.9%
Average Annual Salary**
(excludes San Francisco)  $244,363 $263,333 +7.8%

*Thisisthefirst year for which the salary for the Chancellor for
the University of California, Merced isincluded.

*Of the nine general campuses only. Excludesthe Chancellor of
the University of California, San Francisco because of the
uniqueness of the campus.

focus, salary increasesfor the nine general campuses av-
erage 7.8 percent. Thesaary adjustmentsfor the chan-
cdlorsof theeght preexisting generd UC campuses (ex-
cluding UC Merced and UC San Francisco) for 1999-
2000 average 9.2 percent and total $180,100.

Asprevioudy noted, sincethe Commission’ slast report,
one new chancellor was appointed, effective August 1,
1999. Thisnew chancdllor isresponsiblefor overdl plan-
ning and devel opment of the University’ stenth campus,
UC Merced.

In addition to abase sdary, University chancedlorslivein
Universty-provided housing. University-leased vehicles
are provided to chancellorsfor their use on campus busi-
nessand they recelve reimbursement for expensesincurred
in conjunction with University business through proce-
dures consistent with University Administrative Fund
guiddines

Salary comparisons between the Univer sity
and similar ingtitutionsnationally

Aswith the State University, the executive compensation
policy callsfor the University of Cdiforniato set itsav-
erage chancdloria sdary a the mean of itsnationd com-
parators. The University hastwo sets of national com-
parators. (1) the All-University Set of 26 positionsin 21
ingtitutions, and (2) its Comparison Eight Faculty Salary
Set.

The All-University Set: Of the 26 positions for which
datawasobtained, 14 arein public universtiesand 12 are
inindependent univerdties. A private consulting firm ana-
lyzed information from all comparison ingtitutions. The
salary adjustments which became effective for the 10
Univergty of Cdiforniachancellorsasof October 1, 1999
result in a current average salary of $270,500 as con-
trasted with the average sdlaries at their comparison ingti-
tutionsasof July 1, 1999, of $296,284. Inthisinstance,
thelag between UC chancellorsand their comparatorsis
9.5 percent. However, when the salary of the chancel-
lor at the UC San Francisco hedlth science campusisex-
cluded, the average sdary of thenine UC chancdlorsfdls
to $263,333, and thelag is 12.5 percent.

Faculty Salary Set: UC compares|essfavorably to the
Comparison Eight Faculty Sdlary Set than the Full Com-
parison Group. The comparison faculty sdary set of eight
ingtitutionsis evenly divided between public and indepen-
dent ingtitutions. (One private ingtitution declined to par-
ticipate thisyear, so its 1998 datawas used and adjusted



by 3.8%.) Theaverage sdary of the presidents/chancel -
lorsat theseingtitutionsis $313,538. Asaresult, when
the San Francisco campusisincluded, the lag between
thefaculty sdary set of comparators and the University of
Cdliforniais15.9 percent. Excluding the San Francisco
campus, thelag increasesto 19.1 percent.

Caveat about these comparisons. The comparisons
between both the All-University set and the Faculty Sal-
ary Set of ingtitutions presented above possibly underes-
timates the lag that currently existswith respect to sala-
riesfor the chancellors of the University of Caifornia
Thefigures used to compute the gap are taken from two
different times: the University of Caiforniasdariesreflect
upward adjustments made as of October 1, 1999; figures
for the comparatorswere effective asof July 1, 1999. As
such, the differencesin salary setting schedules between
the University and some of its comparators may, to some
extent, minimize the magnitude of the gap.

Compensation for systemwide executives

The sdary of the Presdent of the University of Cdifornia
is$337,300, effective October 1, 1999. Thisrepresents
acombined equity adjustment and merit increase of 8.5
percent sincelast yesr.

Ashasbeen noted in earlier reports, the University policy
calls for the salaries for executive positions at the
sysemwide office to be digned in agpecific manner with
those of the chancellorsfor the various campuses. When
the Univerdty of CdiforniaBoard of Regents responded
to market pressureswith equity increasesfor its chancel-
lorsin 1998-99, the salaries of the senior vice presidents
fell below that of al the chancellors. Torectify thismis-
alignment, the Board of Regentsresponded with sdary in-
creases for both the Provost and Senior Vice President
of Academic Affairsand the Senior Vice President of
Businessand Financethat conssted of equity adjustments
of 15 percent in addition to merit adjustments for 1999-
2000. Asaresult, the annual base sdary for the Provost
and Senior Vice President of Academic Affairsis
$262,000 -- an 18.6 percent increase over last year. In
addition, the Senior Vice President of Businessand Fi-
nance will earn $260,000, an 18.2 percent over last year.

Five of the Six vice presidents earn an annua base sdary
ranging between $190,000 and $222,500. With the ex-
ception of one vice president who has retired and, as
such, received no salary adjustment, these salary levels

represent an average annual increase of 8.4 percent. Be-
cause of the uniqueness of the position, the vice president
for Clinical Services Development earns considerably
more than the other vice presidents at an annual base sa-
ary of $376,000, which isan increase of 8.4 percent over
last year.

In addition, to abase sdary, the University of California
President livesin Univergty-provided housing. All execu-
tives have University-leased automobiles or arereim-
bursed for expensesincurred in conjunction with the con-
duct of University business. Further, they arereimbursed
for gppropriate Univerdty expensesin conjunction withthe
discharge of their Universaty responsbilitiesand in accor-
dancewith Adminigtrative Fund guiddines.

In February 1999, the University of CaliforniaBoard of
Regents approved plansto restore the University retire-
ment plan benefits earned but denied to University faculty
and staff because of Internal Revenue Code limitations.
In January 2000, the Universty established the University
of California415 (m) Restoration Plan to provide pay-
ment of earned retirement benefits that would not other-
wise be payable due to the annual payment limitation of
Internal Revenue Service Section 415 (b). Should the
plans be approved by the Internal Revenue Service, the
program would apply to some University faculty, staff,
and retirees, and benefitswould be provided as of Janu-
ary 1, 2000.

Commission comments

In previous reports, the Commission noted that the Uni-
versty was continuing itseffortsto enhancethesmplic-
ity of its executive compensation policies, to facilitate a
better understanding of them by others, and to establish
greater equity in benefits between executives and other
Univergty gaff. 1t hascommended the Univergity for sm-
plifying their executive compensation policies such that
they are more understandabl e to both policy makersand
the generd public.

The Univeraty continuesto be mindful of theoverdl struc-
tureit has put in place for executive compensation and
demonstrated its commitment to this structure thisyear
through its efforts at realignment such that the original
structureisreestablished.

Digplay 5 presentsthe trend in compensation paid to the
University’scampus chancellors and their national com-
paratorsover thelast Six years.



DISPLAY 5 Average Compensation for University
of California Chancellors at the General Campuses
and Their National Comparators, 1993-94 to
1999-2000

University
All University  of Cdlifornia
Set? (excludesUCSF)? Sdary Lag

1993-A $215,765 $181,950 -18.6%
1994-95 $202580 $181,413 -11.7%
1995-96 $214546 $189,300 -13.3%
1996-97 $214,209 $199413 - 74%
1997-98 $257,791 $207,238 -24.4%
1998-99 $284,116 $244,363 -16.3%
1999-00° $296,2834 $263,333 -125%

7-Year Average 37.3% 44.8%

1. Figuresasof July 1 each year.

2. Figuresfor 1993-96 are reflective of salary levelstaken at different
points during the year. 1997-2000 figures are as of November 1.

3. Figuresfor 1999-2000 include the salary for the Chancellor of the
University of California, Merced.

During the six-year period between 1993-94 and 1999-
2000, salaries at the comparison institutions have in-
creased by 37.3 percent; at the University, the corre-
sponding increase has been 44.8 percent. Thesalary lag
in 1993-94 was 18.6 percent. 1n 1997-98, the gap had
reached ahigh of 24.4 percent -- atrend the Commisson
concluded in previous reports was darming and poten-
tialy detrimental to the University’ s ability to compete
nationally for itsexecutive leadership. However, the ac-
tionstaken by the Board of Regentsto implement both
merit sdary increases aswell as market based equity ad-
justmentsfor the past two years have reversed thistrend
significantly. The actions undertaken by the Board of
Regents for the 1998-99 and then again for the 1999-
2000 year reduced the lag by approximately one-half
and, asaresult, hassgnificantly improved theUniversty’s
position to recruit and compete for executive leadership.




